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Carthusian monks had been expelled from France and deprived
of their property, did not disable them from exploiting in Eng-
land, to the exclusion of the French liquidator, the reputation
which the liqueur known as Chartreuse, and which they con-
tinued to manufacture in Spain according to a secret formula,
had obtained in England. The statute neither expressly nor by
implication affected property outside France.
If, on the other hand, the judge comes to the conclusion that (*) Dec«e
the foreign legislation is intended to have extra-territorial^^/0
operation, the first general principle to be considered is that territorial
legislation has no extra-territorial effect. Jurisdiction is coinci-
dent with power, and how can power be exerted within the
territory of another sovereign P1 Speaking of a foreign State, it
was said in Dicey:
'From the point of view of English courts it has no authority to legis-
late for, or adjudicate upon, things or persons not within its territory,
except in virtue of some English rule of the conflict of laws.'2
The clear implication of the territorial principle is that property
situated, say, in England cannot be affected by a foreign
decree of expropriation and that the rights of the owner re-
main unimpaired. The only doubt is whether the decree is
effective against a national of the foreign State, since historical
authority is not lacking for the view that the right to expro-
priate property may be based upon the allegiance of its owner
as well as upon its situs? Whether this view is correct or not, it
has found few adherents in recent years.4 Thus in one case
Maugham J. held that a Soviet confiscatory decree was in-
effective with regard to property in England although the
owner was a Russian subject at the time of the decree.5 The
application of the principle, however, that the legislative power
of a State is only territorial, may be frustrated by the impact of
the equally well established principle that a foreign sovereign
cannot be impleaded, for if the sovereign is in possession or
control of the expropriated property, even though it may be
in England, how is the owner to enforce his rights? This
1	Dicey, p, 13. Jabbour (F. & J£.) v. Custodian of Israeli Absentee Property,
[1954] i W.L.R. 139, at p. 150, and authorities there cited.
2	Dicey, 5th ed., p. 20.
3	31 Transactions of the Grctius Society, 35 et seqq. (Sir Arnold McNair).
It is significant that Dicey conceded to a State the right to legislate for its subjects
outside its territory, 6th ed., p. 20,
4	But see Lorentzen y, Lydden & Co., [1942] 2 K.B. 202; infra, p. 150,
5	In re Russian Bank for Foreign Trade, [1933] I CL 745.

